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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking .,.'~?I-
MB Docket No. 04-233 IUU,? 1(VV

I submit the following comments in response to the Loca«dhl ~1ice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM-), released Jan. 24, 2006. in MB Docket No. 04-233. t::J

;':S
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must.Qot violate First Amend~t rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do sO '""BOd must not be adopted.
," J

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rel1{jiocilI'''fQ8dcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisorYbOlird proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
I1pr .Ii

cHilI! L.CSttJAl/ jL

&'IC(;JD. ")
0DO

Address!'1, 1111 RI/NREI), t../l H

Signature

Name
1/1- :p-/.s-~~9.3
Phone

Title (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MAR 1 ( f i'ii1~

MB Docket No. 04·233 FCC Mail Room

I submit the following comments in response to the LocaIiS{JflQo«Mior'i0oosed Rulemaking (the 'NPRM'), released
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. f-J 2: S3
Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC's stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller marketr~i~ iltatiPM and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative progtamming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quiCkly rising, and more Americans are tuming to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the pUblic interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs wllliead new entrepreneurs, inclUding women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broedcasters can locate their main stUdios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main stUdiOS, partiCUlarly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters -- particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters - would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve - it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no 'public interesf in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfully submitted,

c-L~~~Sign
~

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Propose<! Rulemakinll ct d
ME> UUcKet NO. U4-;l;SJ ~ece\\le? &\IIS~e e

I submit the foliowinQ comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUI~i~1!S~r"
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. lea \'11\1'

'! 1£1[) '-A \\ Root"
Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First AmendItieFlt1iQhtfG.~LI1'II~rof

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ,C)
20· .11'

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially reliQiousbrpadcasters, to take aaJce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boat,d,proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fromthbSe,w,ho don't share their
values COUIO race Increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license fOre~g to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programmiri9' The First
Amendment prohibits government, inCluding the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, lispacially rliligious programming, is not proPllrly dictatQd by any government agency =and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin9 is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

'YJI n~(f a yJLU;/llfdi.-
Signature

March 11, 2008
Date

47~ Paris Pike, Mt. Sterling, KY

Henry A. Hillman

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Address

859/497-2166
Phone

40353
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RU!§eei~~f'°O((\
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in M~Q\lC~7t No. 04-233. r

UUU "iiR I 7 D .
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must ii'i:>15rj:Jlate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC milst not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. rl'l'e!N~M'S Pr.QP9sed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious brciadcasters:WI'l;;\ resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

otto adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
Sign ure

Name

Title (if any)

1', 0, ~l' ~IIQ 41~IA/Cf4 boo4?

Address

Phone

Organization (if any)



I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233:

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Am~~ent rights. A rftJl)lber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must n~e adopted. ....

/)

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiousbFQadcasters, tcAake advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advlsQry board pr01?~als would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters wrlo'Il;!sist advice '(~m those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaintS apq even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompahb~ viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Name and 1Jdress

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket ~. 04-233. .

1f;,
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendme~.rlQil.ts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adclp~.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broad6ci$tli1rs, to take af~ from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boarlil.. proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resis'ra'~ from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and evei't16ss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

']WJ}I e.. SI'e#fs
Name and Address

Mail Bv April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chiet; Media Bureau



.-ge""" .
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism NotiCe of{~r~posed RUIt¥~J'Jg

(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04'233. ArAI'I kJ8,a''''''r !?%
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violatl"t7&rst Amendment rights. fQJmbe/J';;711'9 '(f

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so -'a~Uft not be adopted. '~'o/qli' '"
(:) . 'TOo

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcaste?s~ take advice from '11)
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propo~E:ld advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters Who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complalnts.'ard even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properlydictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

(J'Ic/

Mall By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief: Media Bureau



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

IUUD M
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notlc~lbfJPyop.aed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2: Sq

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and niUl>tnpJ be adopted.

• "':" -F _.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadca"St!irS)to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose
such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share
their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow
their own consciences, rather than allOWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The
First Amendment prohiMs govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to airtime. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not proper1y dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude
on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller mar1<et secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location
choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is
contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Melissa A. Souther1and
Name

03/1012008
Date

2204 Bishops Bridge Rd.
Knoxville. Tn 37922
Address



03/1012008
Date

Rece'lVed & Inspected

I1AR 17'.'1"1
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of PropQl;ed Rulemaking FCC M '1
MB Docket No. 04-233 (dUll /fAil at Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Lo~im-Nbtjp.e.Qf Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ::J't

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures th~ Il\lt violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so''': andJ}l~st not be adopted.

, ," -,.',"" /''''l

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiolf; broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose
such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share
their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow
their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The
First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any reiigion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude
on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special
renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to
coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the
messages they correspond to their beliets could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal
proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location
choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is
contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

<~-~
Signature

Derek W. Southeriand
Name

2204 Bishops Bridge Rd.
Knoxville. Tn 37922
Address
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed RU.klng " 0 '\1 l'
MB Docket No. 04-233 . f./ ~~" o~

" ' . \\~o
I submit the following comments In response to the Localism Notice of proposeg~~ng(the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures~~~ vjoljrte First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and rrQt not be adopted.

~: S
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broaffcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM;tIj~posed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters·~ ..ist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints andEMiri Jl;ll!!8..~ license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shapelheir programming. The FiTst
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcester
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. Tha choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intruda on
constltutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tlered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by tha Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is olIen a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main s1udio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

we !Jrge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

OiWYJ rz..i~JW'I
Signature I

Name

Trtle (if any)

,J J() ( Tr. t11 f':>C{?.(.c)m0 G'-I,
Address

LJ It S:5 '3 2>criw
Phone

Organization (if any)
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ~ c .' • '\1'/, .
Me Docket No. 04-233 ~\k . ~

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism No,!llt8 of ProposedRUI~~OO
"NPRM"l, releallOd Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. U/}~ /'fA!? Y

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendrrfe~t @ts., A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. <: Slt

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religioU$blpadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory ~@f9posals would impose such
unconslilulional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from thOlIe.W/lO don' share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for~),g to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into apublic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applicallon processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would emount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgats, as do many smsller mBlkat secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

10 eJax
Date

we urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

!i:: iJ/~
Name

Phone

Trtle (if any)

Organization (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RulJn<aGJMd Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-~~

. W~Rll
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FirRAn?e~ent rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations,. espe.cially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposedadV~'1' R9ard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist adVice fr!>fflthose who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious·broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~
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Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ~rJlakinl~?O08

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Do~t No. 04-233. l,; Mctill:>
{{jOg !fA? "OOrn

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mu~thoy::i2lol~!e.flrstAmendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - an<ffn~ not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasterswh6 resistadvice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even.loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allOWing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Date
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I submit the following comments in response to the Locatism:.1\lo~ce of Proposed Rulernal<ii\\l ,me

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . 'fCC ~",.-

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wcwJ08di:i so - and must not be adopted.

MAR I 7
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rJii§icii1s~!J>adcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, compl'/"iI:)w.and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpc5itJts'ju,~e their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dicta~pg what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two·tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
Signature

Name

Tille (if any)

Organization (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the,j,ocalism Notice of Proposed RUle~(~~nn~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-2'SiOIl NAR FCC .

/ 7 c:... Mall Room
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First'}Vnl!'J~nt rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be ad6t:lled.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espeClally,religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposedadv~ !?Oard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice.frOtt1 those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of Iicarlse for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific ed~orial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a> by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~~~
Signature

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any>
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MB Docket No. 04-233 .« {\ecell/ed

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RU'_i~lt~~~l\
"NPRM"), released Jan< 24, 2008, in MBJ1HJf't!A~N~'104-233< < !=r.CNlail ROOm

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mu~ctYiql~e First Amendment right~. "'"A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - al1'cH-nust not be adopted.

,
(1) The FCC must not force radip,<stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The IIlPRM's,proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasie'rs~sist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints arid<even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Mooi<n Sh.veos

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ~emaking (tre
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~

Any new FCC rules, policies olm~dj~flrJs lnuli?no1lJiSilfe First Amendment rights. A number of
proposais discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. Thl'! t>jP~M's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious bl"ciadcilst'ehi Wl'llilJ~st advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints an'd'evtm loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves wouid amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
publiC interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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I subm~ the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlem~tNail Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures mJ'~oIf:4~I~e,First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and mustJftot~~pted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's pr!lposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters wtj'o-res~t \Idvice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loSS of·license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohiMs government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
const~utionally-protecled editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electric~ flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We ur~e the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or poliCies discussed above

~ J-7-2008
Date

Signature

RON AUEN
Name

Title (if any)

VICTORY BAPTiST CHuRCH
Organization (if any)

630 GRiffiN Rd 29614
Address

(s!.J4) 876-39(J6
Phone



Received &InspectedComments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rul!lmaklng
MBDocketNo.~ '" , '", ,." ;"

MAR 171nnq
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC Mail Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or PIlMllldIl~mUllt r;JQ.I vjQll\II! First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enactlll!J, tl6[1ldldG ~alIil ihWst not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propossls would impose such
unconstitutional mandetes. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, cOmp'18iliW'il~~ il'nm1pss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viEliNpC)inbl to'llhllpe their programming. The First
Amendment prohiblls government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
propossls to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applicetion processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasl~rs. Those who stay true to their consciencas and present only the messages they
OorreliPoodtli:thllitbenets could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgats, as do many smaller market sacular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenga. Yel, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze nlche.andsmalieunarket broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these propossls would force service~ - and ,curlaUed sendce, is contrary to the
public interest.

Wfl Y!'9!! .tb!tfCC not tQ ,lil~,optrules, procedures or policies discussed above.
'v,-,,~t~, J?- ---'.~ _.. ,._-
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed~~Jkihg(the

"NPRM"). released Jan. 24. 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. \'\1"". cOOl'O
Z008 MAR I r. i-Aai\ P

Any new FCC rules, policies or p~J:e£ea>ntfi"not violate First Amendment~~ A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their vi!llueaJheJIIPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broa~stil)s who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, compiaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming. especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit tt111JoJlowing comments in response to the localism Notidii of ~PO~ul.,S;,;k~he
"NPRM"), releasaulaH~,/2lpOlp1 ~~cket No. 04-233. ~~ ~ ~ ()

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendn14tnt rights. A ~ber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The Fc:c r:nU6lnQU9~,@dio stations, especiany religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valUilli,}rhe NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complainls and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoinls to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibils govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoinls a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-liered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their befoefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squee2:e niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of PropOsed Rulflnaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

ReceiVed &InspeeWd

HAft 17,lIf'I"
FCC Mail Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or paMM rl.u1t rQ V@I~tfirst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The t'l,f'RM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcas~:W~~~sl..adVice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaiiitlfllild e\len~ossof license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submtt the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
'NPRM"). released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, If enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force redlo stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibtts government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcester,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC muat not tum every radio station into a public forum whera anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so - even if a religious broadcester
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific edttorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who prodUced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stey true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on light bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOwing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposels would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discuSsed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the.~ocalism Notice of PropOsed RUlem~0!>6the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 200S, in Me DOCKet No. 04-Z3ifJ!(Jg 11M / 7 01J}

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First ~eft<:lJf1ltnt rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adoPkd.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especlilily religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVi~or'Yboard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frorn'hose who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(Z) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main stUdio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above,

clJ~&2~

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)


